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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Dedric Walker appeals his convictions and 271-month sentence for
possession with intent to distribute crack cocainein violation of 21
U.S.C.A. § 841(a)(1) (West 1999) (count 2), possession of crack
cocainein violation of 21 U.S.C.A. § 844 (West 1999) (count 3),
using and carrying firearms during and in relation to a drug traffick-
ing crimein violation of 18 U.S.C.A. § 924(c) (West Supp. 1999)
(counts 4-6), and being afelon in possession of firearms and ammuni-
tionin violation of 18 U.S.C.A. §8 922(g)(1), 924(a)(2) (West Supp.
1999) (counts 7-11). The court sentenced Walker to 151 months on
count 2 (possession of crack cocaine with intent to distribute), a con-
current 151-month term on count 3 (possession of crack), a sixty-
month consecutive term on count 4 (using or carrying afirearm),
sixty-month concurrent terms on counts 5 and 6 (using or carrying a
firearm), a sixty-month consecutive term on count 7 (being afelonin
possession of afirearm), and concurrent sixty-month terms on counts
8-11 (being afelon in possession of afirearm and anmunition), for
atotal of 271 months, to be followed by five years of supervised
release. The district court also imposed a $100 special assessment on
each count, for atotal of $1000. For the reasons that follow, we affirm
in part, vacate in part, and remand for resentencing.

Walker challenges his convictions on the ground that the evidence
was insufficient. In reviewing the sufficiency of the evidence, the rel-
evant question is not whether the court is convinced of guilt beyond
areasonable doubt, but rather whether the evidence, when viewed in
the light most favorable to the government, was sufficient for aratio-
nal trier of fact to have found the essential elements of the crime
beyond a reasonable doubt. See United States v. Burgos, 94 F.3d 849,
862-63 (4th Cir. 1996) (en banc); Glasser v. United States, 315 U.S.
60, 80 (1942). If substantial evidence existsto support averdict, the
verdict must be sustained. See Glasser, 315 U.S. at 80.
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After athorough review of the record, we find that the evidence
was sufficient. See United States v. Hobbs, 136 F.3d 384, 390 (4th
Cir.) (providing elements government must establish for violation of
§922(g)), cert. denied, 524 U.S. 945 (1998); Burgos, 94 F.3d at 873
(discussing elements of possession with intent to distribute); United
States v. Mitchell, 104 F.3d 649, 652 (4th Cir. 1997) (providing ele-
ments for § 924(c) violation); United Statesv. Schocket, 753 F.2d
336, 340 (4th Cir. 1985) (discussing proof required to establish pos-
session of controlled substance). To the extent that Walker challenges
the testimony of certain witnesses as being biased or contradictory,
we do not review the credibility of the witnesses and " assume that
the jury resolved all contradictions [in the testimony] . . . in favor of
the [glovernment.™ United States v. Romer, 148 F.3d 359, 364 (4th
Cir. 1998) (quoting United Statesv. United Med. & Surgical Supply
Corp., 989 F.2d 1390, 1402 (4th Cir. 1993)), cert. denied, 525 U.S.
1141 (1999).

Next, Walker contends that the district court should have merged
the lesser included offense of simple possession into the conviction
for possession with intent to distribute because each offense was
based on the same 106 grams of crack; otherwise, the district court
punished him twicein violation of the Double Jeopardy Clause. The
government agrees that counts 2 and 3 should have been merged
under United Statesv. Baker, 985 F.2d 1248, 1259 (4th Cir. 1993).
We therefore vacate Walker's conviction and sentence under count 3
for possession of crack.

Finally, Walker contends that the district court erred in convicting
him of multiple counts of being afelon in possession of firearms and
ammunition and using or carrying firearms where officers found the
gunsin one place.

With regard to Walker's convictions for being afelon in possession

of firearms and ammunition in violation of § 922(g), the government
agrees that under United Statesv. Dunford, 148 F.3d 385 (4th Cir.
1998), Walker should be convicted of only one violation of § 922(g).
We therefore affirm one conviction and sentence, vacate the remain-
ing 8 922(g) convictions and sentences, and remand for resentencing.
Seeid. Because the evidence was sufficient to support each count, the
district court on remand may determine which one count to affirm.
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Walker also asserts that this Court's reasoning in Dunford should

be extended to multiple convictions under § 924(c) when the weapons
were carried at the same time. Because Walker did not object below,
he has forfeited review of this claim, absent plain error. See Fed. R.
Crim. P. 52(b); United Statesv. Wells, 163 F.3d 889, 900 (4th Cir.
1998), cert. denied,  U.S.__ , 68 U.S.L.W. 3225 (U.S. Oct. 4,
1999) (No. 98-9598). To find plain error: (1) there must be an error;
(2) the error must be plain; (3) the error must affect substantia rights;
and (4) if thefirst three conditions are met, the reviewing court must
determine that the forfeited error "“seriously affect[s] the fairness,
integrity or public reputation of judicial proceedings." United States
v. Olano, 507 U.S. 725, 732-37 (1993) (quoting United Statesv.
Atkinson, 297 U.S. 157, 160 (1936)). We find no plain error in Walk-
er's multiple convictions under § 924(c), given that he did not receive
multiple, consecutive sentences. See United States v. Camps, 32 F.3d
102, 107, 109 n.9 (4th Cir. 1994).

In conclusion, we affirm Walker's convictions and sentences for
possession with intent to distribute crack (count 2), using or carrying
firearms (counts 4, 5, and 6), and one count of being afelon in pos-
session of afirearm (either count 7, 8, 9, 10, or 11). We vacate Walk-
er's convictions and sentences for possession of crack (count 3) and
for the remaining four § 922(g) violations. Finally, because Walker
was sentenced on the basis of ten counts and directed to pay a $100
specia assessment for each count, we vacate his sentence and remand
for resentencing. We dispense with oral argument because the facts
and legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before
the court and argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED IN PART, VACATED
IN PART, AND REMANDED
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